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522 YALE LAW JOURNAL 

Husband and Wife — Alienation of Affection — Liability of 
Parents. — Fronk v. Fronk et al., 141 S. W. (Mo.), 692. — Held, to make 
the parents of plaintiff's husband liable for alienation of his affection it 
is not enough as in the case of a stranger to show interference by them, 
as malice on their part will not be inferred; but it must be shown that 
their conduct was not such as should be characterized as a natural result 
of parental solicitude, but amounted to a clear case of want of reasonable 
justification. 

All authorities are agreed that parents will not be liable to the wife 
for causing the alienation of her husband's affection or vice versa, if they 
act in good faith and without malice. Ruling v. Ruling, 32 111. App., 519; 
Holts v. Dick, 42 Ohio St., 23; Rice v. Rice, 104 Mich., 371 ; Glass v. Ben- 
nett, 89 Tenn., 478 ; Brown v. Brown, 124 N. C, 19. Of course, the par- 
ents' right of interference is not absolute and if they act unjustifiably in 
bringing about a separation, they will be held liable as if they were 
strangers. Davis v. Petty, 147 Mo., 374 ; Lockwood v. Lockwood, 67 Minn., 
476; Price v. Price, 91 la., 693. But bad or unworthy motives will 
not be presumed from the act of interference. They must be positively 
shown or necessarily deduced from the circumstances. Hutcheson v. Peck, 
5 Johns., 196 ; Eagon v. Eagon, 60 Kans., 697 ; Zimmerman v. Whitely, 134 
Mich., 39. The law recognizes a superior right of interference on the 
part of parents; and will justify interference for causes which would be 
no justification in favor of another person. Multer v. Knibbs, 193 Mass., 
556; Barton v. Barton, 119 Mo. App., 507. And though the information 
might subsequently prove to have been unfounded, if he acted from pure 
motives, he is not liable. Oakman v. Belden, 94 Me., 280; Tucker v. Tucker, 
74 Mo., 93; Payne v. Williams, 4 Baxt, 583. The wife may have the 
action though she continues to live with her husband. Foot v. Card, 58 
Conn., 1. And it is held that she may maintain it after a divorce from 
him. Postlewaite v. Postlewaite, 1 Ind. App., 473 ; Beach v. Brown, 20 
Wash., 266. 

Husband and Wife — Liability of Husband — Debts Contracted by 
Wife.— Menschke v. Riley, 140 S. W., 639 (Mo.).— Held, that a husband 
who had by due notice forbidden certain tradesmen to trust his wife was 
not liable on her contracts with them if he had previously made arrange- 
ments for the supplying of her with necessaries. 

The general American rule agrees with the case under discussion and 
holds that a husband has a right to prohibit certain persons from trusting 
his wife and, if he has already supplied her with necessaries, notice to that 
effect is effectual against any presumption which cohabitation raises. Keller 
v. Phillips, 39 N. Y., 351 ; Defendorf v. Emerson, 66 Iowa, 698. But if 
the goods are necessaries and the husband has not supplied them, he is 
liable, though he expressly forbade the tradesman to trust her. Woodward 
v. Barnes, 43 Vt, 330; Cromwell v. Benjamin, 41 Barb. (N. Y.), 558. To 
bind a husband the plaintiff must show affirmatively that the husband 
failed to supply the necessaries. Barr v. Armstrong, 56 Mo., 577. A hus- 
band is liable on such contracts even though he married his wife unwill- 



